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- |t's 2 funeiion of vasl floy -
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*Bear Creek data non included in regression.
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Incuoatior Tirnine
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Bear Creek
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Caclar Rivar Wildl Chirnook

ESTIMATED MIGRATION
FLOW (cfs)
ESTMATED MIZRATICN

1999 — High flows/velocities push most of
the production downstream as “fry”. Low
“smolt” production.

2000 — Moderate-high flows/vel ocities
results in higher “smolt” production than
observed in 1999.

2001 — Extreme low flows result in the
largest “smolt” production measured. Low
escapement (120) and predation
contributed to the low number of total
migrants.
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ESTIMATED MIGRATION

ESTIMATED MIGRATION

Saar Craak Wild Chirlook

ESTMATED MIZRATICN

1999 — L ower stream energy in Bear Creek
results in high proportion of smolts even
with high flow levels.

2000 — Good escapement (732) resultsin a
higher proportion of fry being displaced
downstream.

2001 — Factors such as low flow and

i fl | oo 2 e
u'-uw'l'J'-f“-- o A . stream energy providing an advantage to

predators as well as high sockeye spawner
abundance resulted in the lowest total
production measured.

HiESEE
DATE

Wild Stock Production Evaluation Unit



Caclar & Beaf Chinok - Esiirmeaiac pduction, -
tirninie), ancl survival o fry and senolis siacjas

Cedar River

Estimated Migration

Percent Migration

Fry

Smolts

Total

Fry
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Est
Female

(-1)

Production/Female

Survival Ratios

Fry

Smolts

Fryl/
PED

Smolts/
PED

Total

12,454

79,790

16%

232

o4

1.3%

1.3%

8.6%

19,860

74,696

27%

180

1.6%

2.8%

10.4%

20,200

29,627

68%

53

4.5%

9.5%

14.0%

Bear

Estimated Migration

Percent Migration

Fry

Smolts

Total

Fry

Smolts

Production/Female

Survival Ratios

Fry

Smolts

Fry/
PED

Smolts/
PED

Total

13,207

14,927

88%

11

83

0.3%

2.1%

2.4%

17,785

31,901

56%

48

61

1.2%

1.5%

2.1%

10,616

11,157
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